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WASHINGTON, Dec. 9— In a 
stinging message, President 
Nixon vetoed today a Congres- 
sionally initiated bill to estab- 
lish a national system of com- 
prehensive child development 
and day care. 

The proposal, he said, was 
characterized by “fiscal irre- 
sponsibility, administrative un- 
workability and family-weaken- 
ing implications.” 

The President said that he 
objected to committing, without 
wide national debate, “the vast 
moral authority of the national 
Government to the side of com- 


Excerpts from veto message 
are printed on Page 22. 


munal approaches to child- 
rearing over against the family- 
centered approach.” 

The veto message, which had 
been expected, was unusually 
strong in its language. Mr. 
Nixon also criticized two other 
measures included in the same 
legislation — renewal of the Of- 
fice of Economic Opportunity, 
the Federal antipoverty agency, 
and the spinning off of the 
Federal legal -services program! 
as an independent corporation. 

Congress Reacts Quickly 

The veto brought quick, sharp 
reaction from Congress. “We’ll 
fight it all the way,” said Rep- 
resentative Carl D. Perkins, 
Democrat of Kentucky, chair- 
man of the House Education 
and Labor Committee. 

It was extremely doubtful, . 
however, that Congress could ' 
muster enough votes to over- ! 
ride the veto. While the Senate 
passed the measure by a 63-to- 
17 vote last week, the House 
vote on Tuesday was only 210 
to 186. 

Senator Jacob K. Javits, Re- 
publican of New York, co-spon- 
sor of the bill, expressed dis- 
appointment and said (that if 
the veto was not overridden 
he would seek a quick compro- 
mise bill. Senator Walter F. 
Mondale, Democrat of Minne- 
sota, the other Senate co-spon- 
sor, said that the veto was 
“a cruel blow ( to children and 
working parents.” 

The child development pro- 
posal had attracted unusually 
broad support from labor, reli- 
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gious, women’s liberation and 
public interest groups. They and 
Congressional advocates argued 
that it was a necessary re- 
sponse to a change in society 
as large numbers of mothers 
have gone to work. 

Ronald L. Ziegler, the White 
House press secretary, told re- 
porters that the President was 
not opposed to day care. Mr. 
Nixon’s opposition, rather, is to 
the particular program set out 
in the bill, Mr. Ziegler said. 

However, in his message, 
Mr. Nixon said: 

“Neither the immediate need 
nor the desirability of a na- 
tional child development pro- 
gram of this character has 'been 
demonstrated.” 

The President called atten- 
tion to other Administration 
proposals concerning child de- 
velopment. He cited particular- 
ly the $750-million day care 
component of his welfare re- 
form plan. This is to provide 


service to welfare mothers who 
would go tO' work under the 
Administration’s plan. - 

Repeatedly in the message, 
Mr. Nixon raised strong re- 
servations about the principle 
of child development. 

“We cannot and will not 


ignore the challenge to do 
more for America’s children in 
their all-important early years,” 


the message said. 


Asks Measured Response 

“But our response to this^ 
challenge must be a measured, 
evolutionary, painstakingly con- 
sidered one, consciously de- 
signed to cement the family in 
its rightful position as the key- 
stone of our civilization. 

“Good public policy requires 
that we enhance rather than 
diminish both parental author-' 
ity and parental involvement 
with children.” 

The Congressional proposal 
called for a broad system rang- 
ing from nutrition aids for 
pregnant mothers to after- 
school programs for teen-agers. 

The plan would have cost 
$2-billion in its first full year 
of operation. It would have op- 
erated through Federal grants 
to communities of down to 


! 5,000 population ithat applied 
ifor funds and gave , assurance 
of high standards of quality. 

The Congressional proposal, 
Mr. Nixon said, would create 
“a new army of bureaucrats” 
without answering where qual- 
ified personnel would come 
ifrom and without ’ justifying 
costs that he estimated could 
Teach $20-billion a year. 

Two Other Segments Scored 

The President also applied 
sharp language to two other 
components of the bill, which 
began last winter as simply a 
two-year extension of O.E.O. 

As to the extension of the 
poverty agency, Mr. Nixon criti- 
cized mandatory funding levels 
set by Congress for 15 pro- 
grams. Such earmarking “is 
genuinely reactionary legisla- 
tion,” he said, most importantly 
because it restricts the amount 
of funds available for innova- 
tions. 

The earmarking would mean, 
he said, that “O.E.O. would rap- 
idly degenerate into just an- 
other ossified bureaucracy. 

The President said that he 


would have vetoed this pro- 
posal even if it had come to 
him separately. 

The final component of the 
bill, the proposal to create an 
independent national legal serv- 
ices corporation, was supported 
in principle by the Administra- 
tion. But once again Mr. Nixon 
said that the restrictions that 
Congress imposed in the final 
bill were “an affront to the 
principle of accountability to 
the American people as a 
whole.” . I 

Mr. Nixon expressed strong 
objections to the machinery 
for choosing this corporation’s 
board. Six of the members 
would be appointed by the 
President, and the 11 others 
would be chosen by him from 
lists provided by professional 
groups. 

The universal aim of the 
corporation proposal was to 
insulate the controversial pov- 
erty law program from politi- 
cal pressures. But Mr. Nixon 
said today “it would be better 
to have no legal services cor- 
poration than one so irrespon- 
sibly structured.” 


